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cases of importance the Law officers may intervene and them- -
selves inform the court.1 In Price v. Griffin,2 however, where
the United States Vice-Consul was sued for breach of promise
of marriage, the Foreign Office wrote a letter to the court claim-
ing diplomatic immunity for the defendant on the ground that
he was a member of the embassy staff, and this was accepted
as conclusive by Birkett J. This was peculiar in at least two
respects: it is not usual for the Foreign Office to act profrio
motu, and the normal practice is to certify merely the status of
the official, leaving it to the court to decide whether this entitles
him to diplomatic immunity.
The immunity of an ambassador is not confined merely to Duration
the period during which he is accredited to the English sove- ^^
reign, but continues for such period after presentation of his
letters of recall as is reasonably necessary for the winding up
of his official business and his private affairs. The fact that his
successor enters upon his official duties before the termination
of this reasonable period does not affect the immunity.3 But
if he is dismissed and his immunity waived by his sovereign,
no extension of the immunity is allowed.4
The International Organizations (Immunities and Privi- Extension
leges) Act, 1950, which consolidates the Diplomatic Privileges j^JJSjy to
(Extension) Acts, 1944, 1946, and 1950, provides that all ororganiza-
some of the privileges and immunities specified in the scheduletlons
to the Act may be conferred by Order in Council upon the
following organizations and their members:5
(i) International organizations,6 such as the United Nations, the
International Court of Justice, and the International Labour
Office,
(ii) Representatives and high officers of such organizations, persons
employed by them on missions, members of their official staff and
members of committees.7
(iii) Other officers of the organization8 and members of the families of
high officers.9
1	26 B.Y.B.I.L. 434,
2	The Times newspaper, 20 February 1948; 2 LL.Q. 266; but more ade-
quately stated and discussed 26 B.Y.B.LL. 433-7 (A. B. Lyons).
3	Magdalena Steam Navigation Company v. Martin (1859), 2 E. & E. 94;
Musurus Bey v. GaJ6an9 [1894] 2 Q.B. 352.
4	Rtxv.4:B., [1941] i K.B.454.	s See 4 LL.Q. 245-7.
6	International Organizations (Immunities and Privileges) Act, 1950, paras,
i (i), (2) (*); Schedule Part I.
7	Ibid., para, i (2) (^); Schedule, Part II.
8	Ibid., para. I ,(2) (c).
9	Ibid., Schedule, Part IV, para. 13.

